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Remarks 

The Examiner cites prior art by Brobst, Patent number 6,061 ,700 (700), as 
anticipating the Applicants' claims. This prior art reference was newly cited by the 
Examiner after the Applicants' last response to the office action. Therefore, Applicants 
will not be using arguments from the previous office actions to prove his case and will 
instead make new arguments against the Examiner's position. The Applicants argue 
the Examiner fails to make a prima facia case because the Brobst et al.'TOO reference 
does not recite all of the elements of the Applicants' claims as required by the M.P.E.P 
§2131. 
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Brobst et ai. 700 

By way of review, Brobst et ai. 700 is an apparatus and method for formatting a 
specified group of related web pages into a single web page. The user will define a 
number of selected pages and associated relation criteria for each selected page. The 
formatting mechanism will collect the URLs for the selected pages, and store the URLs 
into a URL container. The formatting mechanism will further invoke each web page 
associated to the URLs contained in the URL container and generate a conglomerate 
page. The conglomerate web page may include data inserted into or referenced in one 
or more of the selected pages. The conglomerate web page may then be printed using 
a standard browser print function. Thus, Brobst et al. takes a variety of URLs and 
flattens them into a flattened conglomerate page. 

The concepts of the Brobst et al. 700 Patent is based on the acknowledgment 
that, with the number of Internet users expanding, "it will become increasingly important 
for a web browser to print related web pages without manually invoking and printing 
each page." Because, "without improvements in the manner web pages are printed, 
the printing of web pages will continue to be an impediment to the effective usage of 
resources available on the Internet." (column 1, lines 57-64). 

On the other hand, the present application is directed to a method of converting 
a page from a network into an image file suitable for assembly or insertion into a 
document generated by a document creation algorithm. The present system will 
therefore take a network page {i.e., web page) and convert the content of the page into 
an image file suitable for insertion into the document. By this design, the user may 
create a document including a content of a web page. Then when a next user retrieves 
the created document, updated content from the web page will be inserted into the 
document by access to the URL link. 
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Claims 8-12 

Applicants state that art elennent of Applicants' claim 8 is that the method 
includes the following step: "automatically converting the content of the page into an 
image file suitable for insertion into the document." The Examiner's 35 U.S.C. § 102 
rejection is based on two locations in the 700 Patent which it is alleged teaches the 
above claimed concepts. 

The first location from the Brobst et al. 700 Patent is column 6 lines 17-42. 
Although the reference refers to a "web page formatting mechanism", this mechanism 
does not convert the content of the web page (e.g., an HTML file) into an image file 
suitable for insertion into the document as specified in the Applicants' claim 8. 
Applicants, in claim 8, specify a method for "automatically converting the content of the 
page into an image file suitable for insertion into the document." Applicants explain and 
support this language in the specification by noting that conversion is the process of 
converting the HTML file into a printer friendly format such as PDL. See page 2, line 
13-17 and page 7, lines 1 1 -23. This conversion into a printable format step of the 
Applicants' claim 8 in not taught in the prior art by column 6 lines 17-42 of the Brobst et 
al. 700 Patent, rather Brobst et al. simply combines an html web page with an existing 
web page which is also in html format. Brobst et al. does not teach or fairly suggest the 
conversion of the web page before inserting it into a compilation file which is printed. 

The second cited location is column 7, line 10 to column 8, line 16. This 
discussion does not address conversion ofa webpage. Instead this reference deals 
with the prior art's "digging" element. Digging refers to the ability for the system to find 
the webpage selected by the user and then to dig and retrieve the web pages that are 
hyperlinked within the user specified web page. Furthermore, web pages that are "dug 
up" from the user specified web page can be analyzed for hyperlinks and these web 
pages can be retrieved. This would be an example of digging two levels down from the 
user specified web page. Applicants submit this discussion does not teach or suggest 
the concepts of claim 8, which require the conversion of a web page. Applicants clearly 
state in their specification that "conversion" is the process of converting the page (e.g., 
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HTML) file into a printer friendly format such as PDL which is then converted, often by 
the printing device, into the image file for printing. See page 2, line 13-17 and page 7, 
lines 1 1-23. In no way does Applicants* element refer to the process of digging and 
collecting the underlying web pages which are hyperlinked within the user selected web 
pages. 

Applicants argue that at least for the reasons that neither of the references cited 
teaching the limitation of "automatically converting the content of the page into an 
image file suitable for insertion into the document," that the all-element rule of MPEP 
2131 is not met and therefore the Brobst et al. 700 Patent reference does not 
anticipate all of the limitations in Applicants' claim 8, and request the 102 rejection be 
withdrawn and claim 8 and its dependent claims 9-12 be made ready for allowance.. 

Claim 27 

Applicants respectfully submit the concepts of claim 27 is also not taught or fairly 
considered by the cited art. Particularly, in that claim, it is recited that the content of the 
page is inserted into the document, whereby when the document is "printed into a 
hardcopy format, the content of the page is printed into the hardcopy format as part of 
the document." It is submitted the cited Brobst et al. 700 Patent is simply designed to 
provide a flattened URL page, and not to provide the creation of a hardcopy document 
whose content will be printed in a hardcopy form. 

For at least this reason, claim 27 is also not taught or fairly considered by the 
cited art. 

Claims 28-31 

Applicants claim 28 is rejected based on 35 U.S.C. § 102 for similar reasons as 
claim 8. The final element of the system claimed in claim 28 is "a production agent for 
automatically converting the content of the network page into an image file and for 
automatically inserting the content into the document." The Brobst et al. 700 Patent is 
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again cited, and column 6 lines 17-42 and column 7 line 10 through column 8 line 16 
are pointed to. These discussions are identical to the discussions used against claim 
8's element: "automatically converting the content of the page into an image file suitable 
for insertion into the document." Applicants above argued that the Brobst et al. Patent 
failed to anticipate the Applicants' conversion limitation. Applicants clearly state in his 
specification that "conversion" is the process of converting the page (e.g., HTML file) 
into a printer friendly format such as PDL which is then converted, often by the printing 
device, into the image file for printing. See page 2, line 13-17 and page 7, lines 11-23. 

The first citation from the Brobst et al. 700 Patent is column 6 lines 17-42. 
Although the citation refers to a "web page formatting mechanism", this mechanism 
does not convert a network page into an image file as specified in the Applicants' claim 
28. Applicants in claim 28 specify a method for "a production agent for automatically 
converting the content of the network page into an image file and for automatically 
inserting the content into the document." Applicants note in the specification that 
"conversion" is the process of converting the HTML file into a printer friendly format 
such as PDL. See page 2, line 13-17 and page 7, lines 1 1 -23. This conversion into a 
printable format step of the Applicants' claim 28 in not taught in the prior art by column 
6 lines 17-42 of the Brobst et al. 700 Patent referenced by the Examiner, rather Brobst 
et al. simply combines an html web page with an existing web page which is also in html 
format. Brobst et al. does not teach the conversion of the web page before inserting it 
into the compilation file which is printed. 

The second reference citation is to column 7, line 10 to column 8, line 16, and 
does not address conversion of the network page. Instead this reference deals with the 
prior art's "digging" element. Digging refers to the ability for the system to find the 
webpage selected by the user and then to dig and retrieve the web pages that are 
hyperlinked within the user specified web page. Furthermore, web pages that are "dug 
up" from the user specified web page can be analyzed for hyperlinks and these web 
pages can be retrieved. This would be an example of digging two levels down from the 
user specified web page. Applicants argue that this reference is improper to be cited 
against claim 28, which requires the conversion of the network page. Applicants clearly 
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state in their specification that "conversion" is the process of converting the HTML file 
into a printer friendly format such as PDL which is then converted, often by the printing 
device, into the image file for printing. See page 2, line 13-17 and page 7, lines 1 1-23. 
In no way does Applicants element refer to the process of digging and collecting the 
underlying web pages which are hyperlinked within the user selected web pages. 

Applicants submit that because neither of the Examiner's references teach the 
limitations of "a production agent for automatically converting the content of the network 
page into an image file and for automatically inserting the content into the document," 
that the all element rule of MPEP 2131 is not met and therefore the Brobst et al. 700 
Patent reference does not anticipate all of the elements in Applicants claim 28. 
Applicants argue that the Examiner's references are incorrect and ask that the 35 
U.S.C. § 102 rejection be withdrawn and claim 28 and its dependent claims 29-31 be 
made ready for allowance. 

Claim 29 

Applicants argue that Examiner's reference against its claim 29 does not 
teach the element of that claim. Claim 29 is dependent upon claim 28 and teaches a 
system where upon "subsequent access of the document, the browser launches 
automatically accessing and retrieving the most recently updated content of the network 
page without need for action or knowledge by the user;" This element is not taught by 
the Brobst et al. 700 Patent. Although the 700 Patent does retrieve web pages, no 
where is it taught that upon "subsequent access" the system goes out and retrieves the 
most recent web pages. Instead, the 700 Patent reference (column 6, line 54-colunm 
7, line 19) teaches the process of digging, creating a nesting structure, and retrieving 
the associated web pages. Also, the ' 700 Patent reference (column 8, line 17-31) 
refers to the URL container and how when it is modified with an additional URL the 
"new page is then added to the flattened page file." The 700' Patent's system does not 
re-retrieve the previously retrieved URLs and only retrieves the most recent web page 
for the newly added URL. Therefore both citations to the 700 Patent fail to teach the 
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concepts claimed by the Applicants* clainn 29. Applicants request that the 35 U.S.C. § 
102 rejection be withdrawn and claim 29 be made ready for allowance. 

For at least the above-stated reasons, Applicants respectfully request a pre- 
appeal review for the reasons set forth above. 
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